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Applicant's Response 

In Applicant's Response dated 27 January 2005, Applicant amended Claims 1, 7, 
9, 13-15 and 19, and argued against all objections and rejections previously set forth in 
the Office Action dated 27 October 2004. 

The objections to Claims 7, 14, 15 and 19 previously set forth are withdrawn. 



Claim Objections 

Claims 1 , 9 and 13 are objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the phrase "a user" in Claim 1 , Line 6 should be amended to — the user — 
because the "user" is previously recited in the claim (see Claim 1 , Line 4); Claims 
9 and 13 have the same problem. 

Claim 15 is objected to because of the following informalities: 

• the phrase "markup language include " in Lines 1-2 should be amended to — 
markup language document includes — because that is how the element is 
previously identified (see Claim 14, Line 2) and so that the claim reads more 
easily. 

Appropriate correction is required. 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-20 remain rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 

Rukavina et al., U.S. Patent Application Publication No. US 2002/0188583, in view of 

Carroll, U.S. Patent No. 6,762,777. 

Claim 1: 

Rukavina discloses, in an electronic device in a distributed network, a method 
practiced by an online educational facility (see Figures 1 and 3-5; see Page 2, 
Paragraphs 0012 and 0017 - Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e-learning 
system is used to create, maintain and deliver course content to a student), comprising 
the steps of: 

• providing a web page with an embedded software facility as part of an online 
educational course, wherein said software facility displays text to a user (see 
Figures 3-5; see Page 4, Paragraph 0044 through Page 5, Paragraph 0053 - 
Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e-learning system generates course 
content dynamically and delivers the content to the student in the form of web 
pages, wherein the course web pages are comprised of a collection of objects 
that represent various components within the e-learning system; thus, the e- 
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learning system can generate custom course content to meet the needs of any 
student); 

• receiving a request for the web page from a user (see Page 2, Paragraph 001 7 - 
Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e-learning system allows the student 
to request the course web pages); and 

• transmitting the web page to the user in response to the request (see Figures 3- 
5; see Page 2, Paragraph 0017 - Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e- 
learning system the course web pages requested by the student). 

Rukavina fails to expressly disclose a software facility that enables a user to 
create a popup message associated with the text that is displayed to the user. 

Carroll teaches in an electronic device in a distributed network, a method, 
comprising the step of: 

• providing a web page with an embedded software facility, wherein said software 
facility enables a user to create a popup message associated with text that is to 
be displayed to the user (see Figure 1; see Column 3, Lines 5-1 1 ; see Column 4, 
Lines 6-9 - Carroll discloses this limitation in that, when the user moves his 
cursor over the highlighted region of electronic text, a popup window appears; as 
expressly taught by Carroll, a scripting agent may be used to provide the 
resulting popup window; the "scripting agent" is the "embedded software facility"), 
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for the purpose of adding comments or expanding a description of a particular section of 
the web page (see Column 1 , Lines 22-29). 

Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method, disclosed in Rukavina, to 
include: 

• providing a web page with an embedded software facility, wherein said software 
facility enables a user to create a popup message associated with text that is to 
be displayed to the user, 

for the purpose of adding comments or expanding a description of a particular section of 

the web page, as taught by Carroll. 

Claim 2: 

Rukavina discloses a software facility that is an applet (see Page 3, Paragraphs 
0035-0036 - Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e-learning system includes 
learning objects in an object-oriented environment). 

Claim 3: 

Rukavina discloses a web page that is an HTML document (see Page 1 , 
Paragraph 0007 - Rukavina discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited 
text). 
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Claim 4: 

Rukavina discloses a web page that is an XML document (see Page 1 , 
Paragraph 0008 - Rukavina discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited 
text). 

Claim 5: 

Rukavina discloses a software facility that is automatically executed after being 
transmitted to the client (see Figure 1 ; see Page 3, Paragraph 0030 - Rukavina 
discloses this limitation in that the e-learning system includes a dynamic delivery tool 
that delivers content to the user and monitors the user's interactions with the web page 
in order to respond to subsequent requests by the user). 

Claim 6: 

Rukavina discloses a software facility that executes in a web browser 
environment (see Figures 1 and 7; see Page 6, Paragraph 0063 - Rukavina discloses 
this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 

Claim 7: 

Rukavina discloses a software facility that performs the following step when the 
software facility executes: 

• receiving the text (see Figures 3-5; see Page 2, Paragraph 001 7 - Rukavina 
discloses this limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figures and text). 
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Rukavina fails to expressly disclose: 

• defining at least one outlined area in the text where the popup message will 
appear; and 

• tracking movement of a cursor and displaying the popup message when the 
cursor enters the at least one outlined area. 

Carroll teaches a software facility that performs the following step when the 
software facility executes: 

• defining at least one outlined area in the text where the popup message will 
appear (see Figure 1 ; see Column 3, Lines 5-1 1 - Carroll discloses this limitation 
in that the text display system includes a highlighted region of electronic text); 
and 

• tracking movement of a cursor and displaying the popup message when the 
cursor enters the at least one outlined area (see Figure 1 ; see Column 3, Lines 
5-1 1 - Carroll discloses this limitation in that the text display system displays the 
popup window when the cursor is in the highlighted region, and, when the cursor 
moves outside the highlighted region, the popup window disappears), 

for the purpose of adding comments or expanding a description of a particular section of 
the web page (see Column 1 , Lines 22-29). 
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Accordingly, it would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill in the art at 
the time the invention was made to modify the method, disclosed in Rukavina, to 
include: 

• defining at least one outlined area in the text where the popup message will 
appear; and 

• tracking movement of a cursor and displaying the popup message when the 
cursor enters the at least one outlined area, 

for the purpose of adding comments or expanding a description of a particular section of 
the web page, as taught by Carroll. 

Claim 8: 

Rukavina discloses text that is sections of computer programming code (see 
Figure 3; see Page 4, Paragraph 0044 - Rukavina discloses this limitation in that the e- 
learning tool displays an online course on Java programming language). 

Claims 9-12: 

Claims 9-12 merely recite computer software that performs the methods of 
Claims 1-4, respectively. Thus, Claims 9-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as 
being unpatentable over Rukavina, in view of Carroll, as indicated in the above 
rejections for Claims 1-4. 
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Claims 13, 14 and 16-20: 

Claims 13, 14 and 16-20 merely recite a computer that performs the methods of 
Claims 1, 3, 2 and 5-8, respectively. Thus, Claims 13, 14 and 16-20 are rejected under 
35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Rukavina, in view of Carroll, as indicated 
in the above rejections for Claims 1 , 3, 2 and 5-8. 

Claim 15: 

Rukavina discloses markup language that includes executable content for 
viewing images (see Figure 5; see Page 5, Paragraph 0051 - Rukavina discloses this 
limitation, as clearly indicated in the cited figure and text). 

Response to Arguments 

Applicant's arguments filed 27 January 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Arguments for Claims 1, 9 and 13: 

Applicant argues that Rukavina and Carroll fail to disclose or suggest "providing 
a web page with an embedded software facility as part of an online educational course, 
wherein said software facility enables a user to create a popup message associated 
with text that is to be displayed to the user" because: 1 ) the examiner admits that 
Rukavina does not suggest a software facility that enables a user to create a pop-up 
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message associated with the text that is displayed to the user; and 2) Carroll does not 
make any mention of an embedded software facility. Instead, Applicant argues, Carroll 
discloses inserting fags into a document to link to pop-up windows and Carroll does not 
mention a "software facility" embedded in the document to perform this function 
(emphasis added). See Applicant's Response - Page 7, third and fourth full 
paragraphs. 

The examiner disagrees. 

Firstly, the Specification of the present invention does not limit the "embedded 
software facility" to a script or an applet. Thus, the phrase "embedded software facility" 
reads broadly and may include the "hardcoded" portion of a web page. 

Carroll teaches inserting tags into a web page document so that a popup 
message appears when a user moves the cursor over a particular region of text within 
the document. These tags comprise an "embedded software facility" in that the tags of 
code for executing the popup windows whenever the user moves the cursor over the 
corresponding region of text within the document. 

Secondly, as indicated in the above rejection for Claim 1 , Carroll does teach 
"providing a web page with an embedded software facility, wherein said software facility 
enables a user to create a popup message associated with text that is to be displayed 
to the user" in that, when the user moves his cursor over the highlighted region of 
electronic text, a popup window appears (see Figure 1 ; see Column 3, Lines 5-1 1 ). 
Also, a scripting agent may be used to provide the resulting popup window (see Column 
4, Lines 6-9). 
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Accordingly, Rukavina, in view of Carroll, discloses/teaches "providing a web 
page with an embedded software facility as part of an online educational course, 
wherein said software facility enables a user to create a popup message associated 
with text that is to be displayed to the user." 

Applicant argues that there is no suggestion or motivation to modify or combine 
Rukavina and Carroll. Applicant supports the argument by pointing out perceived 
differences between the inventions disclosed in Rukavina and Carroll. Applicant 
concludes the argument by stating that combining Carroll with Rukavina would 
undermine the functionality of Rukavina and, thus, there is no reasonable expectation of 
success in combining Rukavina and Carroll. See Applicant's Response - Page 8, first > . 
full paragraph. 

The examiner disagrees. 

Firstly, the examiner did provide motivation to combine Rukavina and Carroll in 
the Office Action dated 27 October 2004 (see Office Action - Page 4, second full 
paragraph - "for the purpose of adding comments or expanding a description of a 
particular section of the web page"). Applicant fails to acknowledge the motivation 
provided by the examiner and does not address it in the argument. 

Secondly, both Rukavina and Carroll are inventions in the field of web page 
creation and use. As indicated in the above rejection for Claim 1 , Rukavina discloses 
web page use for an online educational facility and Carroll teaches web page use 
involving popup windows. It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art 
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(e.g., a web page author) at the time the invention was made to combine the popup 
windows taught in Carroll with ANY web page for the purpose of adding comments or 
expanding a description of a particular section of the web page. 

Moreover, the popup window taught in Carroll is used for educational purposes. 
See Figure 1 of Carroll, where the popup window informs the user that "foxes are brown 
short-haired animals." Thus, it certainly would have been obvious to one of ordinary 
skill in the art at the time the invention was made to use the popup windows taught in 
Carroll on an educational website. 

Accordingly, there is motivation to combine Rukavina and Carroll, and there is a 
reasonable expectation of success in combining Rukavina and Carroll. 



Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Doug Hutton whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
4137. The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Friday from 8:00 AM to 5:00 
PM. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Heather Herndon, can be reached at (571) 272-4136. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is (703) 
872-9306. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
proceeding should be directed to the receptionist whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
2100. 



WDH 

April 22, 2005 
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